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ABSTRACT
Starting from the fact that the transport mode choice 
is one of those aspects of travel behaviour that, to a great 
extent, affects the efficiency of the transport system, this pa-
per analyses the factors that contribute to the use of public 
and car transport. The goals of the analysis were to obtain 
insight into the preferences for using these two modes of 
transport in Croatia and find out to which extent the basic 
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the re-
spondents affect the usage of car and public transport and 
the possibility of taking trips by these transport modes. The 
paper analyses the data collected by surveys on a represen-
tative national sample. The results show that in Croatia, the 
number of people who frequently use public transport is 
far fewer than the number of frequent users of passenger 
car transport. However, the comparison has found that the 
number of frequent public transport users varies significant-
ly among certain categories of respondents. Using binary 
logistic regression analysis has determined that the prefer-
ences towards the frequent use of car or public transport 
are significantly influenced by the age of the respondents, 
size of the settlement, accessibility of the destinations by 
public transport, the number of vehicles in the household 
and whether the respondent is the main car user in the 
household.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In recent decades, the people’s level of mobility 
has increased in almost all European states. As con-
sequence, there are certain problems, such as traffic 
congestion, environmental pollution, etc. [1]. However, 
the increase in mobility has also caused certain chang-
es in the society. Thus, among other things, there are 
changes in the lifestyle of people, which eventually 
leads to different travel needs, i.e. travel behaviour.
The issue of travel behaviour is extremely complex 
since it is affected by a number of different factors. 
The study of the travel behaviour of individuals is ex-
tremely important in transport planning and in defin-
ing transport policies. The study and comparison of 
different factors that affect the travel behaviour of an 
individual make it possible for transport planners to 
isolate the most significant factors, thus helping ef-
forts to improve the transport systems and the peo-
ple’s quality of lives [2].
The complexity of travel behaviour is also reflected 
in the transport mode choice in every trip. Here, every 
transport mode has its characteristics, advantages, 
drawbacks and costs. The transport mode choice will 
depend on a number of factors. They may vary over 
time, and they will depend on the type of the trip. 
There are no unambiguous guidelines of preferences 
for using certain modes of transport, but the transport 
mode choice is usually the result of a complex interac-
tion of several different elements, such as character-
istics of the participants themselves, travel purposes, 
the location of the origin and destination, as well as 
the characteristics of the space in which the travel is 
performed [1]. The study of the influence of individual 
factors on the use of different transport modes has 
certain traditions in Croatia as well. There are, for in-
stance, studies that focus on the use of certain trans-
port modes for personal trips, such as public transport 
or bicycle [3, 4]. However, there is a lack of analysis 
that offers insights into the use of car transport, and 
there is also lack of empirical studies that would give a 
comparative insight into the usage of transport modes 
in the Croatian society.
This paper will try to contribute to the understand-
ing of one segment of the travel behaviour in the 
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to the interrelation of using car and public transport, 
and the general goal is to determine to what extent the 
transport mode choice can be explained by the influ-
ence of different factors. Two specific goals of research 
result from the general goal. The first goal is to find out 
whether there are differences in the preferences of us-
ing car and public transport among certain categories 
of the population in Croatia. The second goal is to gain 
insight into the level to which the differences in the 
possibility of taking trips by public and car transport 
influence the preference for their usage.
The first part of the paper presents the theoretical 
base and the research methodology, the second part 
presents the results of analysis, and the discussion in-
dicates the basic findings of the research. The paper 
ends with a conclusion.
2. THEORETICAL BASIS OF RESEARCH
As the basic human activity and need, mobility is 
usually interpreted as the possibility of the movement 
of people, i.e. as physical movement, and it is often 
mentioned in the context of human rights and free-
doms [5, 6, 7]. The physical movement, i.e. physical 
travelling of people is usually connected with the term 
of mobility, although there are other forms of mobil-
ity (e.g. virtual mobility). Mobility of people is mostly 
affected by two groups of factors. Social factors refer 
to the characteristics of people and their needs, such 
as age, gender, property status, level of education, 
personal characteristics, etc. The other group of fac-
tors are physical factors that include the availability 
of certain types of transport for use, their adequacy 
for usage, characteristics of the space in which trav-
el occurs, the destinations and the characteristics of 
travelling [8].
Mobility is an extremely important component in 
everyday life. Apart from the possibility of movement, 
mobility can also be considered in the context of en-
abling the meeting of different socioeconomic, cultur-
al, political and other needs. These needs are often 
spatially distributed and therefore it is necessary to 
travel in order to reach them and at the same time se-
lecting the transport mode. A series of different factors 
still influence the patterns, complexity and frequency 
of such travelling, including the transport mode choice 
[9].
Many authors address the issues of determinants 
of the transport mode choice, as e.g. [2, 8, 10, 11] 
indicating an entire series of determinants that may be 
classified into three groups:
a) Subjective determinants that include socioeco-
nomic and demographic determinants, attitudes 
and perceptions as well as the lifestyle of individu-
als;
b) Spatial determinants;
c) Determinants of transport policy and law.
The incomes of individuals, i.e. households and 
the ownership of cars are the usual factors that are 
mentioned in the studies of the transport mode choice 
[10]. These two factors are connected, and higher in-
comes allow also for easier use and maintenance of 
cars, including more frequent use [12, 13]. Apart from 
these factors, this group also includes factors such as 
physical condition of the individual, gender, age and 
composition of the household [14]. For example, the 
transport mode will be limited for children who will 
have to opt for public transport or will depend on oth-
ers for transport (e.g. on parents, friends, taxi) [15]. 
Further, this group also includes factors such as atti-
tudes and perception of the individual, such as atti-
tude and perception of safety, attitude towards ade-
quacy, i.e. attractiveness of a certain transport mode, 
ecological awareness of the individual, attitude about 
the value of time and money, etc. Thus, for instance, 
school female students will use taxi for an evening out 
more often than school male students, precisely be-
cause it offers a feeling of greater safety than using 
public transport at night [15]. People’s lifestyles can 
also influence the transport mode choice. This deter-
minant is sometimes connected to the influence of cul-
ture in which the individual lives and is therefore called 
a cultural determinant [12]. Thus, one can distinguish 
between people who consider the car as a status sym-
bol and method of free movement and people who are 
forced to have and use a car for other reasons (e.g. 
poor public transport) [16].
Spatial determinants of the transport mode choice 
usually include functional and morphological struc-
ture of the settlement (usually the building density 
and the form of the neighbourhood) and land use [17, 
18]. They can influence the time, costs, accessibility 
and adequacy of using a certain transport mode [19]. 
Settlements with rural characteristics and settlements 
with lower building density will be farther away from 
the space with a higher concentration of services (e.g. 
school, hospital, theatre), and more time will be need-
ed to access such spaces in relation to the cities and 
spaces with a higher population density. The citizens 
of these settlements will have to use a car more fre-
quently in relation to the population in urban areas 
who have better options to use public transport, bicy-
cles or to walk. This supports better development of 
traffic infrastructure in urban settlements, such as bet-
ter development of cycling paths, better construction 
of pavements and the like [10, 14, 16]. Eventually, this 
may lead to an increase in traffic costs related to fuel 
consumption and car maintenance [20].
Transport policies and laws can also influence the 
transport mode choice. For example, fuel prices, high-
way tolls, parking prices, speed limits and taxes may 
influence the transport mode choice. Besides, trans-
port policies that stimulate the use of public transport, 
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cycling or walking, while at the same time limiting 
travel by car, can influence people’s transport mode 
choice [21].
3. METHODOLOGY
The data used in the analysis were collected 
through a survey carried out by the Institute of Social 
Sciences Ivo Pilar from September to November 2014. 
Paper-and-pencil interviews (face-to-face) were used 
as the mode of data collection. The target population 
were the citizens of Croatia aged 14 and older. The 
survey was carried out on a multistage, stratified, prob-
abilistic sample of 3,000 respondents in 249 settle-
ments. The primary sampling units were settlements, 
the secondary sampling units were street addresses, 
the tertiary sampling units were households, and in 
the last stage, the quaternary sampling units were 
the individuals. In the first stage, the selection of the 
primary sampling units was stratified using the follow-
ing characteristics: region, type and size of the settle-
ment. Combinations of these three characteristics pro-
duced 24 different strata, and the sample size of each 
stratum was proportionate to its population size. The 
deviation of the realised sample from the population 
values has been corrected by using weights, thus en-
suring its representativeness at the national level for 
the criteria of gender, age and education.
The introduction indicated that the analysis of fac-
tors related to the transport mode choice focused on 
specific travel behaviour, specifically on the interre-
lation of using passenger cars and public transport. 
Hence, only the travel patterns of frequent car or pub-
lic transport users will be the focus of this study. The 
research goal set in this way directed the analysis only 
to a part of the respondents, that is, to those who at 
least theoretically have the possibility of choice. There-
fore, the analysis has included only those respondents 
who come from households that have a car at their 
disposal.
Furthermore, distinguishing preferences regarding 
the use of cars and public transport is based on the 
reported frequency of their usage. The frequencies 
of using cars (as driver or passenger) and some form 
of public transport (tram, bus, rail or ship) have been 
measured for the last year on a scale of seven grades. 
The first grade of the scale that refers to the most 
frequent usage of transport (three or more times a 
week) has been used as the criterion to distinguish the 
respondents regarding their preferences for the usage 
of car or public transport. 
Figure 1 shows the procedure of selecting the final 
set of data regarding the two parameters. This proce-
dure resulted in a sub-sample with a total of 1,686 
respondents who were included in further analysis.
Since the research focuses on two types of trav-
el behaviour, on the one hand the dominant usage of 
car-only transport, and on the other hand the domi-
nant usage of public transport (independently or in 
combination with a car), the typology applied in the 
analysis is based on the frequency of using car and/
or public transport by distinguishing the following two 
categories of respondents:
1) Frequent car-only users – includes people who use 
car transport three or more times a week, and use 
public transport less frequently or never (N=1,316);
2)  Frequent public transport users – includes peo-
ple who use public transport three or more times 
a week, regardless of how often they use a car 
(N=370).
In order to determine that the two created groups 
of respondents really differ regarding the tendency 
to use public transport, data was also collected and 
analysed regarding all trips people took the day pre-
ceding the survey. The analysis showed the existence 
of statistically significant differences in which the 
frequent car-only users, out of all the recorded trips 
about 2% were performed by public transport, where-
as the frequent public transport users, out of all the re-
corded trips almost half of them used public transport 
(49.7%). Thus, these are two groups that have clearly 
different travel behaviour patterns, which shows the 
satisfactory validity of the selected criterion for differ-
entiating people regarding the frequency of using pub-
lic or car-only transport.
The analysis used as independent variables the 
basic sociodemographic and socioeconomic charac-
teristics of respondents (gender, age) and their house-
holds (respondents’ subjective evaluation of house-
hold standard of living and whether they have children 
younger than 14 in the household), then the indicators 
that show the availability of the public transport net-
work (size of settlement, distance to the nearest pub-
lic transport stop from the residential address and the 






Respondents who use 
car or public transport 
three or more times a 
week•N=1,686
Figure 1 – Weighted frequencies for key variables used in the selection of a final set of data (N=3,002)
236 Promet – Traffic&Transportation, Vol. 29, 2017, No. 2, 233-242
G.-M. Miletić, S. Gašparović, T. Carić: Analysis of Socio-spatial Differentiation in Transport Mode Choice Preferences
and about the availability of car transport (number of 
cars in the household and whether a person is the 
main user of the car).
Operationalisation of the public transport network 
availability in the analysis followed a simple logic of the 
users. The attempt was, namely, to determine wheth-
er both the origins and the destinations of trips are 
accessible by public transport and whether the per-
son lives in an area that is more densely networked 
by public transport. The mentioned third element was 
included indirectly through the size of the settlement. 
Concerning the settlement size, it should be noted 
that, according to the 2011 Census, the majority of 
Croatian citizens live in small and medium-sized set-
tlements, and there are only four settlements with 
more than 75,000 inhabitants. And only in these four 
large urban centres does public transport, through 
its number of lines and frequency of transport, have 
the potential to provide high-quality alternative for 
car transport. Therefore, the respondents have been 
classified regarding the size of the settlement in two 
categories, and the border value is 75,000 citizens. 
The main characteristics of the analysed sample are 
shown in Table 1.









Subjective evaluation of house-











Nearest public transport stop
>5 min. 38.4
<=5 min 61.6
Accessibility of usual  
destinations by public transport
No 19.4
Yes 80.6
Number of cars in a household
1 62.3
2 or more 37.7
Main driver of household car
No 36.7
Yes 63.3
In the first step, by using the chi-square test, the 
statistical significance of the differences in preferenc-
es towards frequent usage of car-only or public trans-
port, was analysed regarding the indicated indepen-
dent variables. In the second step, the hierarchical 
binary logistic regression analysis was used to create 
a model that enabled insight into the structure of the 
interrelation of independent variables and the relative 
influence of each of them on the likelihood that a per-
son is a frequent user of public or car-only transport. 
All the mentioned analyses were carried out using IBM 
SPSS 23 software.
4. RESULTS
4.1 Differences in preference for car-only 
versus public transport use
The comparison of usage preferences of the two 
analysed modes of transport reveals that the respon-
dents are much less likely to use public than car-only 
transport (Figure 2). More precisely, the distribution of 
respondents in two categories shows that only 21.9% 
were in the category of frequent public transport us-
ers, whereas 78.1% were in the category of frequent 
car-only users. These shares reveal that a person from 
a household that has a car available is 72% less likely 
to use public transport three or more times a week 
than using equally frequently car-only transport.






Figure 2 – The share of frequent users of public transport 
and frequent users of car-only transport (N=1,686)
Further analysis focuses on a pattern of frequent 
use of public or car-only transport. For that purpose, 
the differences in usage of these two transport modes 
regarding the selected sociodemographic and socio-
economic characteristics and also regarding the avail-
ability of these two modes of transport were analysed.
The results from Table 2 reveal that among the four 
analysed sociodemographic and socioeconomic vari-
ables (gender, age, subjective evaluation of house-
hold standard of living and household composition), 
only the variable that describes the economic status 
of the household was not statistically significantly re-
lated to the differences in the share of frequent users 
of public or car-only transport. The analysis showed 
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that among females, there are more frequent public 
transport users than among males (29.2% and 16.1%, 
respectively). Regarding the age of the respondents, 
the analysis showed that in three age categories, the 
category of 30-64 years of age had the fewest frequent 
users of public transport, whereas the category of 
14-29 years had the largest number of public trans-
port users (10.3% and 51.4%, respectively). Further-
more, the analysis showed that among people who 
come from households without children younger than 
14, there are more frequent public transport users 
than among people who come from households with 
children younger than 14 years of age (23.9% and 
18.6%, respectively).
The results of the chi-square test also showed a 
statistically significant difference in frequent usage of 
public or car-only transport regarding the availability of 
these two modes. Concretely, there are more frequent 
users of public transport among persons who live in 
large urban centres (towns with more than 75,000 cit-
izens) than among those who live in towns with fewer 
than 75,000 citizens (43.1% and 14.7%, respectively). 
Furthermore, there were more frequent users of pub-
lic transport among people who have a public trans-
port stop within 5 minutes from their residence than 
among those who have the nearest stop at a distance 
farther than a 5-minute walk (25.4% and 17.0%, re-
spectively). The accessibility of the most common des-
tination via public transport has also been connected 
with the differences in transport mode prefer-
ences; among respondents whose most common 
destinations are accessible by public transport, there 
are more frequent users of public transport than 
among people for whom the most common destina-
tions are not accessible by public transport (26.2% 
and 6.3%, respectively). A greater share of frequent 
public transport users has been recorded among peo-
ple whose household has only one car than among 
households in which two or more cars are available 
(25.6% and 16%, respectively). Also, the circumstance 
in which a person is the main driver of a household car 
has been related to the use of public transport; among 
the respondents who are not the main household car 
driver there are more frequent public transport users 
than among the main drivers of the household car 
(48.0% and 7.0%, respectively).
4.2 Predictors of car-only versus public 
transport use
In order to determine how much effect each inde-
pendent variable has on the frequency of using public 
or car-only transport while controlling other indepen-
dent variables, a hierarchical binary logistic regres-
sion has been carried out. The odds ratio of being a 
frequent user of public or car-only transport has been 
analysed by using three blocks of variables. This ap-
proach, based on the sequential entering of blocks 
of variables, allows us, roughly, to compare the effect 
that each block separately has on the analysed trans-
port preferences.
Table 2 – The share of frequent car-only and public transport users regarding the basic sociodemographic and 
socioeconomic characteristics and availability of transport
Variables Frequent users of car-only transport [%]
Frequent users of  
public transport [%] Pearson χ
2
Gender
Male 83.9 16.1 41.812**
Female 70.8 29.2
Age
14-29 48.6 51.4 320.867**
30-64 89.7 10.3
65+ 83.3 16.7
Subjective evaluation of household 
standard of living
Below average 77.3 22.7 0.852
Average 78.1 21.9
Above average 81.0 19.0
Households with children younger than 
14 years
No 76.1 23.9 6.398*
Yes 81.4 18.6
Settlement size
<75,000 85.3 14.7 151.106**
>75,000 56.9 43.1
Nearest public transport stop
>5 min. 83.0 17.0 15.964**
<=5 min 74.6 25.4
Accessibility of usual destinations by 
public transport
No 93.7 6.3 58.454**
Yes 73.8 26.2
Number of cars in a household
1 74.4 25.6 21.236**
2 or more 84.0 16.0
Main driver of household car
No 52.0 48.0 380.383**
Yes 93.0 7.0
* p<0.05   ** p<0.01
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The first block included sociodemographic and 
socioeconomic variables; in the second block were 
variables that refer to the possibility of taking a trip by 
public transport and the third block included variables 
that refer to the possibility of taking a trip using car 
transport.
The summary indicators of the goodness of fit of 
the statistical model used to estimate the odds ratio 
of being a frequent user of public or car-only transport 
can be found in Table 3. The level of statistical signifi-
cance for the likelihood ratio test and Hosmer-Leme-
show test shows that independent variables used in 
the model have good predictability for the dependent 
variable, whereas the number of standard errors does 
not indicate the existence of multi-colinearity among 
the used independent variables. The coefficient of de-
termination (pseudo R2) in the final step (with all three 
blocks of independent variables) was 0.500, which 
indicates a moderately strong correlation between 
the set of independent variables and the dependent 
variable. In the first step, the coefficient of determina-
tion was 0.271, whereas after the second block was 
entered, the coefficient of determination was 0.383.  
The coefficient of determination obtained with the 
first block by including only the sociodemographic and 
socioeconomic variables indicates decent-sized ef-
fects of the selected variables on the odds of being 
a frequent user of public or car-only transport. In the 
first step, the odds are influenced by the age of the 
respondent; persons from the ages of 14 to 29 are 
most likely to be frequent users of public transport. 
Gender is also a statistically significant predictor – fe-
males are more likely to be frequent users of public 
transport than males – as well as the living standard 
of a household – people who think that the living stan-
dard of their household is below average are more 
Table 3 – Results of binary logistic regression analysis (dependent variable: 0=frequent user of car-only transport; 
1=frequent user of public transport)
Variable
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
S.E. Wald Exp(B) S.E. Wald Exp(B) S.E. Wald Exp(B)
Gender
male
female 0.137 31.425** 2.157 0.146 25.249** 2.080 0.167 1.004 1.183
Age
14-29
30-64 0.144 236.520** 0.109 0.158 216.187** 0.098 0.173 103.907** 0.171




standard of living 
Below 
average
Average 0.162 3.993* 0.723 0.171 6.542* 0.646 0.186 2.195 0.759
Above 
average 0.282 3.311 0.599 0.310 9.527





Yes 0.150 0.665 0.885 0.158 0.006 1.012 0.171 0.004 0.989
Settlement size
<75,000
>75,000 0.162 89.868** 4.633 0.182 89.444** 5.596
Nearest public  
transport stop
>5 min.
<=5 min 0.163 0.010 1.016 0.177 0.090 1.055




Yes 0.270 16.674** 3.017 0.282 13.326** 2.795






Main driver of a 
household car
No
Yes 0.183 130.322** 0.124
-2 LL 1,377.235 1,228.385 1,057.476
Model χ2 309.696** (df=6) 458.819** (df=9) 629.729** (df=11)
Nagelkerke R2 0.271 0.383 0.500
Homser and Lemeshow χ2 8.066 (df=7) 7.468 (df=8) 5.018 (df=8)
* p<0.05   ** p<0.01
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likely to be frequent users of public transport than 
those who evaluate the living standard of their house-
hold as average. Whether or not a household has a 
child younger than 14 years was not statistically sig-
nificant regarding the odds of being a frequent user of 
public or car-only transport.
The coefficient of determination after the second 
step, which also includes the variables that refer to 
the possibility of taking a trip by public transport, in-
creased by 0.112. Out of the three variables addition-
ally included in this step, only the distance of public 
transport stops from residences was not a statistically 
significant predictor, whereas the two other variables 
were statistically significant predictors of being a fre-
quent user of public or car-only transport. The regres-
sion analysis showed that people who live in towns 
with more than 75,000 citizens and those whose 
usual destination is accessible by public transport are 
more likely to be frequent users of public transport.
In the third step, in which the variables that refer 
to the possibility of taking a trip by car transport were 
included in the model, the coefficient of determination 
increased additionally by 0.117. In this final model, the 
results show that five out of nine variables statistically 
significantly influence the likelihood of being a frequent 
user of public or car-only transport. In this step, among 
sociodemographic and socioeconomic variables, only 
age was a statistically significant predictor. People be-
tween 30 and 64 years of age are 83% less likely and 
people older than 64 are about 78% less likely to be 
frequent users of public transport than people in the 
age category of 14 to 29 years. So after controlling for 
the effects of availability of car transport, the associ-
ation of both gender and household living standards 
with transport mode preferences did not persist. Fur-
thermore, the regression analysis revealed that out of 
three variables that refer to the accessibility of public 
transport, only settlement size and accessibility of the 
common destination via public transport were statisti-
cally significant predictors of being a frequent user of 
analysed transport modes. More precisely, people who 
live in larger urban centres (with more than 75,000 
citizens) are 5.6 times more likely to be frequent users 
of public transport than those who live in towns with 
fewer than 75,000 citizens, and people who have usu-
al destinations accessible by public transport are 2.8 
times more likely to be frequent users of public trans-
port than people whose usual destinations are not ac-
cessible by public transport. Also, both independent 
variables that refer to the availability of cars have been 
statistically significant predictors of the frequent usage 
of analysed transport modes. People from households 
that have two or more cars at their disposal are 33% 
less likely to be frequent users of public transport than 
people who come from households with one available 
vehicle. Even more pronounced differences in the like-
lihood of frequent usage of public or car-only transport 
referred to whether the person is the main driver of the 
car in the household; people who are the main drivers 
are about 87% less likely to be frequent users of public 
transport than those that are not the main drivers in 
the household.
5. DISCUSSION
The analysis performed in this paper was focused 
on the transport mode choice preferences, particularly 
on the interrelation of public and car transport use in 
the Croatian society. More precisely, the main aim of 
the analysis was to obtain insight into the factors that 
influence the preferences for using these two modes 
of transport and to find out how high or low the pos-
sibility of taking trips by public or car-only transport 
affects the likelihood of being a frequent user of one 
of these two transport modes. The performed analysis 
offers several basic insights.
First, people who have at least the theoretical pos-
sibility of choosing between using public and car trans-
port more rarely chose public transport. Moreover, the 
ratio of the probability of being frequent users of these 
two modes of transport reveals that the Croatian soci-
ety is still rather highly dependent on the automobile. 
Second, the bivariate analysis showed that the 
majority of analysed variables produce statistically 
significant differences in the frequency of usage of 
public and car transport; the difference in preferenc-
es of these two transport modes regarding the sub-
jective evaluation of household standard of living was 
not statistically significant. Considering the transport 
mode choice preferences, especially interesting is the 
finding that out of all the independent variables, only 
the age variable and only in the 14-29 age category, 
the number of frequent users of public transport ex-
ceeded 50%. In other words, in all other categories, 
the majority of respondents were those who rely more 
often on car-only transport. This imbalance in favour 
of frequent usage of car-only transport reveals that a 
large number of Croatian citizens do not regard car 
and public transport as compatible, but rather as mu-
tually competitive transport modes. It seems as if, to 
many people in Croatia, public transport is an option 
used only out of necessity. However, this is not the 
case specific to Croatia only. More specific analysis of 
the transport mode choice stressed that the frequent 
usage of cars is mostly a consequence of habit and 
inertia, and not of some rational deliberation of advan-
tages and drawbacks [22].
Third, the results of hierarchical binary logistic re-
gression analysis reveal that both the possibility of taking 
trips by public transport and the possibility of taking 
trips by car transport are related to the frequent usage 
of these transport modes. In the last step, in which 
the predicting power of all three blocks of variables 
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was analysed, and for which the analysis showed that 
it has a great effect on the outcome of the dependent 
variable, five out of nine independent variables were 
found to be statistically significant predictors. In the re-
gression model adjusted for all nine variables, whether 
the person was the main driver of the household car 
had the strongest effect on the likelihood of being a 
frequent user of public or car-only transport. Besides, 
the age of the respondent, whether the respondent 
lives in larger urban settlements, the accessibility of 
usual destinations by public transport and finally the 
number of cars in the household also had statistical-
ly significant effects on the analysed transport mode 
preferences. 
It was mentioned that the preferences of frequent 
usage of public or car-only transport were affected by 
variables that refer to the possibility of taking a trip 
by these transport modes. A separate introduction of 
these two elements into the hierarchical regression 
analysis – the possibility of taking a trip by public trans-
port in the second block and the possibility of taking 
a trip by car transport in the third block – produced 
an almost equal change in the coefficients of determi-
nation, which indicates the balanced importance for 
forming the preferences for the frequent usage of ana-
lysed transport modes.
Furthermore, the regression analysis showed that 
there are also differences in frequent usage of public 
or car-only transport among age categories of the pop-
ulation regardless of the level of accessibility of these 
two transport modes. People between the ages of 14 
and 29, namely, are much more likely to be frequent 
users of public transport than respondents older than 
30. This finding was not unexpected since the use of 
public transport is often a question of convenience. 
Public transport very often means crowds and stand-
ing in the vehicle, so it is no wonder that if there is a 
possibility of choice, this transport mode is less inter-
esting for older adults and the elderly [23]. Besides 
convenience, some studies showed that attitudes to-
wards transport mode use [24] as well as social sta-
tus-related attitudes are predictors of transport mode 
preferences [25], which could also explain the strong 
car-only use habit among older adults and elderly peo-
ple in our study.
6. CONCLUSION
The analysis has shown that the number of peo-
ple who frequently use public transport is much lower 
than the number of frequent users of car transport, 
and the number of frequent users of public transport 
varies substantially among certain categories of re-
spondents. The preferences regarding frequent us-
age of public or car-only transport is affected by the 
age of respondents, where they live, the accessibility 
of usual destinations by public transport, number of 
vehicles in the household and whether the person is 
the main driver of the household car.
The findings indicate that in considering the traffic 
issues, one should consider that personal trips are 
not just determined by technical and/or economic 
parameters but by the social dimension as well. One 
should also take care about who travels since differ-
ent categories of citizens obviously have different trip 
patterns. Such findings are in accordance with the re-
sults of similar studies that focus on the influence of 
different factors on the usage of car transport [26].
The introductory part pointed out the connection 
between the mode choice and mobility. Mobility is an 
extremely important component in the lives of peo-
ple, and the transport mode is an important factor in 
the approach to various living activities and needs. 
Since in the Croatian scientific bibliography there are 
rare and only partial studies that refer to the trans-
port mode choice, attention needs to be paid to the 
intensive implementation of different studies with-
in the frame of influence of different factors on the 
transport mode choice as well as the influences of 
transport mode choice on the everyday lives of peo-
ple. The results of these studies can find their place 
in the spatial, transport and social planning. There 
is a special need to study the influence of transport 
mode choice on the everyday living of transport dis-
advantaged social groups and spaces where they 
live. Only systemic dealing with this topic will make it 
possible to increase the awareness of people about 
these types of inequalities in the society, and thus 
also detect the possible measures to reduce the 
transport disadvantage, as well as potential social 
exclusion and the improvements of the quality of life, 
with the end goal of achieving transport and overall 
social justice [27].
Finally, we should not forget the issue of the envi-
ronmental impact of mode choice since the transport 
sector is the second largest source of greenhouse 
gas emissions (after energy production) [28, 29, 30]. 
Our finding about the predominance of car-only users 
(over public transport users) indicates a shortfall in 
the development of a sustainable transport system 
in Croatia. So in order to facilitate the policies that 
promote sustainable mobility, future studies should 
also focus on environmental aspects of the mode 
choice.
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ANALIZA SOCIOPROSTORNIH RAZLIKA U ODABIRU 
PRIJEVOZNOG SREDSTVA
SAŽETAK
Polazeći od toga da je izbor prijevoznog sredstva zasig-
urno jedan od onih aspekata prometnih navika koji u velikoj 
mjeri utječu na efikasnost prometnog sustava, u ovom radu 
su analizirani čimbenici koji pridonose korištenju javnog i 
automobilskog prijevoza. Ciljevi analize su bili dobiti uvid u 
preferencije spram korištenja ova dva tipa prijevoza u Hr-
vatskoj te doznati u kojoj mjeri na često korištenje automo-
bilskog i javnog prijevoza utječu osnovna demografska i so-
cioekonomska obilježja ispitanika te mogućnost realiziranja 
putovanja tim prijevoznim sredstvima. U radu su analizirani 
podaci prikupljeni anketnim istraživanjem na reprezentativ-
nom nacionalnom uzorku. Dobiveni rezultati pokazuju da u 
Hrvatskoj udio osoba koje često koriste javni prijevoz znatno 
zaostaje za udjelom čestih korisnika automobilskog prijevo-
za. Međutim, usporedba je otkrila da udio čestih korisnika 
javnoga prijevoza znatno varira među pojedinim kategorija-
ma ispitanika. Korištenjem binarne logističke regresijske an-
alize utvrđeno je da na preferencije spram čestog korištenja 
javnog odnosno automobilskog prijevoza statistički značajno 
utječu dob ispitanika, tip naselja u kojem stanuju, dostup-
nost odredišta javnim prijevozom, broj vozila u kućanstvu te 
je li osoba glavni korisnik automobila u kućanstvu.
KLJUČNE RIJEČI
mobilnost; putne navike; odabir prijevoznog sredstva; javni 
prijevoz; automobilski prijevoz;
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